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ABSTRACT 

Seventeen generic names of mostly acalyptrate Diptera were first published in the adden¬ 
dum of Curtis’ A Guide to . . . British Insects. Considerable confusion has existed as to au¬ 
thor, date, type-species and current status of these names, largely due to an oversight that 
most of these names were first published in synonymy. We have re-examined each of the 17 
names to determine its authorship, date, manner of type fixation, type-species and current 
status. As a result we have discovered three new synonyms and the need for one new name: 
Napomyza Haliday =Phytomyza Fallen ( Napomyza of authors is Dinevra Lioy), Knutsonia 
Verbeke =Ilione Haliday ( Ilione has been treated as a junior synonym of Elgiva of authors) 
and Oecothea Haliday =Heleomyza Fallen ( Oecothea of authors is without a name). Chione 
communis Robineau-Desvoidy is designated the type-species of Ilione Haliday and Leria sub- 
terranea Robineau-Desvoidy the type-species of Oecothea Haliday. 


In Curtis’ A Guide to . . . British In¬ 
sects (1837), 17 generic names of Diptera 
were published for the first time as part of 
an addendum. Most of these names figure 
prominently in subsequent literature, and 
some of them form the bases of familial 
names. Despite their prominence and fre¬ 
quent use, much confusion exists as to their 
authorship, date of publication and manner 
of type fixation as demonstrated by their 
citations in recent catalogs and in such 
basic references as Sherborn (1922), Neave 
(1939) and Schulze et alia (1928-1954). Our 
purpose is to review the pertinent portions 
of Curtis’ publication, as well as other rele¬ 
vant literature, and to clarify usage of these 
names. 

Haliday was an early Irish entomologist 
(1807-1870) who specialized in the syste- 
matics of Diptera and Hymenoptera. He 
was a generous correspondent (Osten 
Sacken 1978: 51-62, especially 56-57), and 
consequently many of his names and ideas 
appear first in the works of others. As a re¬ 
sult, the treatment of these names has been 


different: Some authors have treated these 
names as Haliday’s and dated them from 
their first appearance in the literature (e.g., 
Atissa Haliday in Curtis 1837 (Wirth 1965: 
735)); others have dated them from their 
first appearance but considered them as 
those of the author in whose work they ap¬ 
peared (e.g., Atissa Curtis 1837 (Cogan 
1980c: 657)); and a few dated them from 
their first appearance in Haliday’s own 
works, regardless of their earlier appear¬ 
ance in the work of others (e.g ..Atissa Hal¬ 
iday 1839 (Becker 1905: 191)). This varia¬ 
tion is due to differences in various work¬ 
ers’ diligence and interpretation of the rules 
of nomenclature, which over the years have 
also changed. Also, the preface of Curtis’ 
Guide has been overlooked, although it 
contains information which bears directly 
on questions of authorship, date and type 
fixation. 

The principal questions to be answered 
are those of availability, the date and place 
thereof, authorship and type-species. The 
conditions that determine availability can 
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be grouped into three categories—publica¬ 
tion, identification 1 and formation. A name 
must be published (articles 8-9), must be 
identified (articles 12-16), and must be 
properly formed (article 11, sections b-c & 
e-g). The Haliday names in Curtis were all 
(except Camilla ) first published as syn¬ 
onyms, a fact previously overlooked. Cur¬ 
tis in his preface stated: “It need scarely be 
added that the generic and specific names 
without numbers are considered as syn¬ 
onyms ...” (Curtis 1837: v-vi). Of the 17 
dipteran names, only Camilla was given an 
unique number. For example, Camilla is 
numbered 1337 b meaning that the name is 
valid and should be inserted after number 
1337, the number for Diastata Meigen (p. 
272). Fucomyia has the number 1320, but 
this number is the same as that of Coelopa 
(p. 270) of which Curtis considered Fuco¬ 
myia to be a synonym. As these names were 
first published in synonymy, they come 
under a special section of Article 11 (sec¬ 
tion d) which states: “A name first pub¬ 
lished as a synonym is not thereby made 
available unless prior to 1961 it has been 
treated as an available name with its origi¬ 
nal date and authorship, and either adopt¬ 
ed as the name of a taxon or used as a senior 
homonym.” (I.C.Z.N. 1964: 11). The word¬ 
ing is poor as two interpretations are possi¬ 
ble. Strictly interpreted, the with clause can 
be construed as part of the availability re¬ 
quirement such that the name must have 
been used with the particular date and au¬ 
thor of its appearance in synonymy. A 
broader interpretation would require only 
that the name be used and thereafter be¬ 
comes available “. . . with its original date 
and authorship.” All of Haliday’s names 
were first used within three years of their 
appearance in Curtis’ Guide. These names 
were used in one or more of three publica¬ 


1 Our use of the word “identification” here is 
slightly different from the conventional one. A name 
must have been accompanied by a diagnosis, descrip¬ 
tion or indication that functions to “identify” the 
concept that the name denotes. Hence, we used the 
word “identification” for the process by which a name 
is tied to a concept, whereas the usual connotation of 
“identification” is tying a concept to a name. 


tions. In two of the publications, 12 names 
meet the strict interpretation of Article 11 
(d), and all the names meet the broad inter¬ 
pretation. In Haliday (1838), each name is 
followed by “C. Appl.,” this being an ex¬ 
plicit reference to Curtis’ Guide . . . , Ap¬ 
pendix [=Addenda] as is indicated both by 
the title of Haliday’s paper ( New British In¬ 
sects indicated in Mr. Curtis’ Guide ) and his 
introduction. In Haliday (1839), each name 
is followed by “Curtis, Guide, App.” 
which is likewise an explicit reference to 
Curtis. In Westwood (1840), the names are 
followed by simply “Hal.” While most of 
these names are available from Haliday in 
Curtis 1837 under any interpretation of Ar¬ 
ticle 11 (d), we feel that the broad interpre¬ 
tation is correct and therefore all the names 
are available from there. In support of this 
broad interpretation, we note that the pro¬ 
posed wording for this article in the draft 
version for a new edition of the Rules is in 
conformity to it: “A name first published 
as a junior synonym is not thereby made 
available unless prior to 1961 it has been 
treated as an available name and either 
adopted as the name of a taxon or treated 
as a senior homonym; such a name dates 
from its first publication as a synonym.” 
(I.C.Z.N. 1977: 7). 

Authorship is currently determined by 
article 50 (“The author (authors) of a scien¬ 
tific name is (are) the person (persons) who 
first publish(es) it [III] in a way that satis¬ 
fies the criteria of availability [IV], unless it 
is clear from the contents of the publication 
that only one (or some) of the joint authors, 
or some other person (or persons), is alone 
responsible both for the name and the con¬ 
ditions that make it available.” I.C.Z.N. 
1964: 49). Again the wording is poor, as 
two interpretations are possible. Strictly in¬ 
terpreted, “the conditions” include all 
those mentioned above (publication, iden¬ 
tification and formation), but a broader in¬ 
terpretation would include all except pub¬ 
lication. Under a strict interpretation, all of 
the Haliday names in Curtis should be at¬ 
tributed to Curtis, but, under the broader 
interpretation, they would be accredited to 
Haliday. Curtis identified all these names 
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(except Napomyza) with “Hal.” and ac¬ 
knowledged Haliday “ . . . for . . . kind 
assistance in rendering this Guide more 
complete than it otherwise could possibly 
have been.” (Curtis 1837: vi). We feel that 
these facts along with a broad interpreta¬ 
tion of Article 50 make Haliday the author 
of his names. This is also the opinion of the 
majority of workers who have used these 
names. We feel that our broad interpreta¬ 
tion of the article is also correct as indi¬ 
cated by subsequent proposals to modify 
the Code (Sabrosky 1972a: 86, 1974: 206- 
208; I.C.Z.N. 1977: 34) and the proposed 
wording in the draft version which inserts 
the words “other than publication” after 
“conditions.” Unfortunately, the draft ver¬ 
sion includes a new section of Article 50 
(section g) to deal with the authorship of 
names proposed in synonymy (Sabrosky 
1972a; I.C.Z.N. 1977: 35). Under this new 
section, which states that the author of this 
kind of name “is the person who publishes 
it as a synonym, even if he cited some other 
originator, and is not the person who sub¬ 
sequently adopted it,” the author of the 
Haliday names would be Curtis. However, 
we feel that when and if this new section is 
adopted, at that time an application should 
be made to the International Commission 
on Zoological Nomenclature requesting 
the use of the plenary powers to validate 
Haliday as the author of his names. The 
case for such action could be based on 
present usage. 

The manner of type fixation for names 
first proposed as synonyms is not covered 
by the present Code, as when that Code 
was prepared these names were not consid¬ 
ered as available. Sabrosky (1972b) and 
the draft version (1977: 48, Art. 67 (m)) 
suggest that the type-species (or originally 
included species) of a genus-group name 
first published as a synonym is the species 
(or are the species) first directly associated 
with the synonym. Curtis wrote in his pre¬ 
face that “ . . . although many of the 
former [=synonyms] which intersect long 
genera will most probably be eventually 
adopted, and it may often happen that all 
the species following such generic names 


would not be considered by the Author 
who proposed the name as belonging to his 
group, but the one immediately following is 
always atypical species . . .” (Curtis 1837: 
vi). Immediately following nearly all of the 
generic names are one to several species 
names. From one point of view, the first 
could be considered the type-species by 
original designation as stated by Curtis. 
However, Sabrosky and Blackwelder 
(1956) have argued that Curtis’ statement 
does not constitute a valid type designa¬ 
tion. In their point of view, the manner of 
type-fixation in these cases would be either 
by subsequent designation, if more than 
one species were listed, or by monotypy, if 
only one species is listed. We have accepted 
this latter viewpoint. 

One final item from the preface relates to 
the names—the numbers used to identify 
species. For most previously described spe¬ 
cies listed under a genus, Curtis endeav¬ 
ored to use the same numbers as in his first 
edition of the guide (1829-1831). As Curtis 
stated (1837: v), “ . . . but where the gen¬ 
era have received great additions, as in 
Tachina for instance, the numbers of 
Meigen have been substituted, by which 
means an easy reference may be made to his 
valuable Work.” We have noted, with the 
appropriate species, where a Meigen num¬ 
ber and name has been used in the original 
citations. 

One last point needs to be made about 
Curtis’ Guide, that is, its correct date of 
publication. Various dates, ranging from 
1836 to 1838, have been assigned to this 
work. An extreme example of this is found 
in Neave and Sherborn where they cited all 
three years for the various names found on 
page 281. Curtis’ second edition of his 
Guide was published as a whole in 1837, 
sometime after June, the date of the pre¬ 
face. 

For each of the generic names treated we 
have used a standard format to enable 
more direct comparison. Information of a 
particular nature and other data of rele¬ 
vance are included in the appropriate re¬ 
marks sections. The names are considered 
in alphabetical order. For the well-known 
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references of Sherborn (1922-1923), 
Schutze et alia (1928-1954) and Neave 
(1939-1940), which are referred to in the 
remarks section of each generic name, we 
have not cited the year of publication nor 
given the full title and pagination in the ref¬ 
erence section to save space. 

Genus Atissa Haliday 

Atissa Haliday, in Curtis 1837: 281 [published in syn¬ 
onymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1839:401, 404]. Type-species: Ephydra pygmaea 
Haliday 1833 by monotypy. 

Atissa is a valid generic name in the fam¬ 
ily Ephydridae and is the basis for the tribal 
name Atissini. Most of the references we 
consulted dated Atissa to 1837 (Sherborn; 
Neave; Wirth 1965b, 1968; Cogan & Wirth 
1977; Cogan 1980c) and credited author¬ 
ship to Haliday, usually as Haliday in Cur¬ 
tis. The exceptions are Becker (1905,1926), 
who dated the genus to 1839, and Cogan 
(1980c), who attributed the genus to Curtis. 

Genus Calliope Haliday 

Calliope Haliday, in Curtis 1837: 280 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Westwood 
1840:151]. Type-species: Lauxania scutellata Mei- 
gen 1826 by monotypy. 

Calliopum Strand 1928:48 (new name for Calliope 
Haliday). 

Calliope of Haliday is preoccupied 
(Gould 1836). The valid name for this 
group is Calliopum Strand 1928 in the fam¬ 
ily Lauxaniidae. The references we con¬ 
sulted consistently dated this genus as 1840 
(Sherborn, Neave, Schulze et alia, Czerny 
1932, Shewell 1965, and Miller 1980), but 
authorship was credited to either Haliday, 
usually as Haliday in Westwood (Sher¬ 
born, Neave, Czerny and Miller, ibid.), or 
to Westwood alone (Schulze et alia and 
Shewell 1965). 

Genus Camilla Haliday 

Camilla Haliday in Curtis 1837: 281 ( nomen nudum). 
Camilla Haliday 1838:188 (as a subgenus of Diastata 
Meigen 1830). Type-species: Drosophila glabra Fal¬ 
len 1823 by monotypy. 

Although Camilla Haliday is a valid ge¬ 
neric name and is the basis for the familial 


name Camillidae, it neither dates to 1837 
nor to Haliday in Curtis for authorship. 
Camilla was the only new Haliday name in 
Curtis’ Guide that was not published in 
synonymy. Both the generic name and its 
listed type-species, Camilla aerata Haliday, 
as published in 1837, were nomina nuda. 
Consequently the generic name dates to 
Haliday 1838, when Haliday gave a diag¬ 
nosis and included an available name in the 
genus. 

All of the references consulted cited Hal¬ 
iday as author of Camilla but with varying 
dates and sources. Sherborn, Neave, and 
Schulze et alia cited Haliday in Curtis; 
however Sherborn and Neave dated the 
name to 1836, and Schulze et alia to 1837. 
Becker (1905), Duda (1934), McAlpine 
(1965) and Cogan (1980b) all date Camilla 
to Haliday 1838. 

Genus Canace Haliday 

Canace Haliday, in Curtis 1837: 281 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1839:411]. Type-species: Ephydra nasica Haliday 
1839 by subsequent monotypy (Haliday 1839:411). 

Canace is a valid generic name and is the 
basis for the familial name Canacidae. The 
references we consulted all credited Canace 
to Haliday, but dated it to either 1838 
(Sherborn, Neave) or 1839 (Becker 1905, 
1926; Wirth 1951, 1965a, 1975; Cogan 
1980e; Mathis 1981). 

Genus Cleora Haliday 

Cleora Haliday, in Curtis 1837:282 [ nomen nudum; 
published in synonymy but not subsequently made 
available by use]. 

Clusia Haliday 1838:188. Type-species: Heteromyza 
flava Meigen 1830 by monotypy. 

Cleora of Haliday is preoccupied (Curtis 
1825). Haliday (1838:188) synonymized his 
generic name Cleora under Clusia when he 
validated the latter name. Sherborn, Neave 
and Schulze et alia are the only references 
to cite an author and date for this generic 
name (as a nomen nudum). Sherborn and 
Neave dated it to 1836, but Schulze et alia 
as 1837. 
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Genus Fucomyia Haliday 

Fucomyia Haliday, in Curtis 1837: 280 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1838:186]. Type-species: Musca frigida Fabricius 
1805 by subsequent designation (Westwood 1840: 
144). 

Fucomyia Haliday is a valid genus-group 
name in the family Coelopidae. In Curtis, 
Fucomyia was listed as a synonym of Coe- 
lopa, sensu stricto; hence no typical species 
was indicated (i.e., this name did not “in¬ 
tersect” a large genus). Haliday (1838:186) 
when he validated the name, included three 
species {frigida Fabricius, simplex Haliday 
and parvula Haliday). Westwood desig¬ 
nated Musca frigida as the type. In Neave, 
Sherborn, Schulze et alia, Becker (1905), 
Hennig (1937), and Vockeroth (1965a), this 
name is credited to Haliday, but with dif¬ 
ferent dates and sources. Sherborn gave 
Haliday in Westwood (1840); Neave-Hali- 
day in Curtis 1837; Schulze et alia, Hennig 
and Vockeroth-Haliday 1838; and Becker- 
Haliday 1839. 

Genus Halithea Haliday 

Halithea Haliday, in Curtis 1837:279 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1838:185]. Type-species: Scatophaga maritima Hal¬ 
iday 1838 by subsequent monotypy (Haliday 1838: 
185). 

Fucellia Robineau-Desvoidy 1842:269. Type-species: 
Fucellia arenaria Robineau-Desvoidy 1842 ( =Sca - 
tophaga maritima Haliday 1838) by original desig¬ 
nation and monotypy. 

Halithea of Haliday is preoccupied (Sa- 
vigny 1817). The valid name for this group 
is Fucellia Robineau-Desvoidy 1842 in the 
family Anthomyiidae. In Neave, Sherborn, 
Schulze et alia and Huckett (1965), this 
name is credited to Haliday, but with dif¬ 
ferent dates and sources. Sherborn and 
Neave dated the genus as “1836,” in Curtis, 
whereas Huckett dated it to Haliday 1838 
(i.e., Haliday’s publication). 

Genus Hecamede Haliday 

Hecamede Haliday, in Curtis 1837: 281 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Haliday 


1839:221, 224]. Type-species: Notiphila albicans 
Meigen 1830 by monotypy. 

Hecamede is a valid generic name in the 
family Ephydridae. Use of this generic 
name has been confused both with respect 
to its date and author. Cogan (1980c) cred¬ 
ited the generic name to Curtis, whereas 
the other references cited Haliday, usually 
as Haliday in Curtis (Becker 1905, 1926; 
Sherborn; Neave; Wirth 1965b, 1968; Co¬ 
gan and Wirth 1977). Cogan (1980c), Wirth 
(1968), and Cogan and Wirth (1977) dated 
the genus to 1837; Sherborn and Neave 
dated it to 1838, and Wirth (1965b) and 
Becker (1905, 1926) dated it to 1839. 


Genus Hyadina Haliday 

Hyadina Haliday, in Curtis 1837: 282 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1839:404,406]. Type-species: Notiphila guttata Fal¬ 
len 1813 by subsequent designation (Westwood 
1840:153). 

Hyadina is a valid generic name in the 
family Ephydridae and is the basis for the 
tribal name Hyadinini. Sherborn and 
Neave both dated Hyadina to 1837 and 
credited it to Curtis. The other references 
we consulted consistently attributed the 
name to Haliday and dated it to 1839 
(Becker 1905,1926; Wirth 1965b, Cogan & 
Wirth 1977; Cogan 1980c). 


Genus Ilione Haliday 

llione Haliday, in Curtis 1837:280 [published in syn¬ 
onymy; first made available by use in Westwood 
1840:146]. Type-species: Chione communis Robi¬ 
neau-Desvoidy 1830 (=Musca albiseta Scopoli 
1763) by present designation. 

Ilione is a valid genus-group name in the 
family Sciomyzidae. Neave and Steyskal 
(1965a) listed Ilione as a nomen nudum of 
Haliday in Curtis 1837. Sherborn, Becker 
(1905) and Sack (1939) all credited the 
name to Haliday but with some variation 
as to date and source. Sherborn cited Hali¬ 
day in Curtis 1837, Becker listed Haliday in 
Westwood 1840, and Sack gave Haliday 
without citing a source. Schulze et alia cred- 
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ited the name to Curtis 1837 as a nomen 
nudum. 

Curtis (1837) included two species under 
Ilione, Chione communis Robineau-Des- 
voidy and C. sepedonidea Robineau-Des- 
voidy. Westwood (1840) designated “/. lin- 
eata Hal.’’' as the type-species. The use of 
“Hal.” as the authority for lineata has been 
considered an error, as the species involved 
is Tetanocera lineata Fallen 1820. West¬ 
wood’s designation is invalid as lineata was 
not an originally included species. As we 
have not found any other type designation 
for Ilione, we here designate communis as 
type. All of these species—the two origi¬ 
nally included and lineata —are now in¬ 
cluded in the genus Knutsonia Verbeke 
1964. Consequently, with the correction in 
date and type-species, as indicated, Ilione 
becomes the senior synonym of Knutsonia 
(new synonym). 

Genus Ilythea Haliday 

Ilythea Haliday, in Curtis 1837:281 [published in syn¬ 
onymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1839:405, 408]. Type-species: Ephydra spilota Cur¬ 
tis 1832 by subsequent monotypy (Haliday 1839: 
408). 

Ilythea is a valid generic name of the fam¬ 
ily Ephydridae and is the basis of the tribal 
name Ilytheini. Sherborn, Neave and 
Schulze et alia gave authorship of Ilythea to 
Curtis, usually as a nomen nudum, and 
dated the name to 1837. The other refer¬ 
ences we consulted credited the genus to 
Haliday and dated it to 1839 (Becker 1905, 
1926; Wirth 1965b, 1968; Cogan 1980c). 

Genus Malacomyza Haliday 

Malacomyza Haliday, in Curtis 1837:280 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1838:186]. Type-species: Coelopa sciomyzina Hali¬ 
day 1833 by subsequent monotypy (Haliday 1838: 
186). 

Malacomyia Haliday, in Westwood 1840:144, Type- 
species: Coelopa sciomyzina Haliday 1833 by origi¬ 
nal designation. 

Malacomyza of Haliday is preoccupied 
(Wesmael 1836). The valid name for this 
group is Malacomyia Haliday in the family 


Coelopidae. In Sherborn and Becker (1905: 
21), this name is credited to Haliday, but 
with different dates and sources. Neave and 
Schulze et alia credited the name to Curtis. 
In Westwood, this name appears as “ Mala¬ 
comyia Hal.,” a spelling which is not 
preoccupied. The status of this spelling is in 
question: is it an emendation, a new name 
or a proposal? Hennig (1937:29) consid¬ 
ered it as a new name. Other workers used 
the spelling, accredited it to Haliday, but 
did not indicate its status. The present 
Code defines an emendation as an available 
name (I.C.Z.N. 1964: 19, Art. 19) and as 
“Any demonstrably intentional change in 
the original spelling.” (I.C.Z.N. 1964:37, 
Art. 33). The Code does not clearly state 
the availability requirements for a replace¬ 
ment name, but one would expect a definite 
reference to the name being replaced to be 
one such requirement. The citation in West- 
wood does not include a reference to the 
original spelling, thus, it is clearly neither 
an emendation nor a new name. We con¬ 
sider it as a new proposal. 

Genus Napomyza Haliday 

Phytomyza Fallen 1810:21, 26. Type-species: Phyto- 
myza flaveola Fallen 1810 by monotypy. 
Napomyza Haliday, in Curtis 1837:282 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Westwood 
1840:152]. Type-species: Phytomyza nigricornis 
Macquart 1835 (= Phytomyza affinis Fallen 1823) 
by monotypy. 

This is an available genus-group name 
and has been currently used at the generic 
and subgeneric level in the family Agromy- 
zidae. The year 1840 is consistently pub¬ 
lished as the date of Napomyza in the refer¬ 
ences we consulted, but authorship has 
either been credited to Haliday (Sherborn, 
Neave, Hendel 1932) or to Westwood 
(Frick 1965, Spencer 1976, Cogan 1980a, 
Schulze et alia). 

Napomyza appears without an authority. 
Most names in Curtis either have an au¬ 
thority or reference number to Curtis’ Brit¬ 
ish Entomology. The lack of an authority is 
clearly a lapsus. The name is attributed to 
Haliday by Westwood. This attribution by 
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Westwood as well as the large number of 
other names in the addenda of Curtis leads 
us to consider the author of Napomyza as 
Haliday. 

Curtis (1837) included only Phytomyza 
nigricornis Macquart under Napomyza. 
Westwood (1840) cited Phytomyza festiva 
Meigen as the type-species of Napomyza, a 
designation accepted by all subsequent 
workers. Unfortunately, Westwood’s des¬ 
ignation is invalid and the correct type- 
species, afftnis Fallen, is a species of Phy¬ 
tomyza. Thus, Napomyza becomes a syno¬ 
nym, and Dinevra Lioy 1864 (type-species 
Phytomyza elegans Meigen 1830 (senior 
synonym of festiva Meigen) is available for 
Napomyza of authors. 

Genus Oecothea Haliday 

Heleomyza Fallen 1810:19. Type-species. Musca ser- 
rata Linneaus 1758 by monotypy. 

Oecothea Haliday, in Curtis 1837:280 [published in 
synonymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1838:187]. Type-species: Leria subterranea Robi- 
neau-Desvoidy 1830 by present designation. 

Oecothea is a valid generic name in the 
family Heleomyzidae, although it was fre¬ 
quently listed as an emendation of Aeco- 
thea (Gill 1965, 1968). Just the opposite, 
however, is true— Aecothea, Haliday 1838, 
is an unjustified emendation of Oecothea. 

Considerable confusion also exists re¬ 
garding the type-species of Oecothea. Cur¬ 
tis (1837) included four species under Oeco¬ 
thea: Helomyza [s/c] pallescens Meigen 
1830 (now Eccoptomera Loew), H. laeta 
Meigen 1830 (now Tephrochlamys Fallen), 
H. silvaticaMzigzn 1830 (now Eccoptomera 
Loew) and Leria subterranea Robineau- 
Desvoidy 1830 (now Heleomyza Fallen). 
Haliday (1838), when he spelled this name 
as Aecothea, probably a lapsus, included 
only one British species, Helomyza [sic]fe- 
nestralis Fallen 1820, and most subsequent 
authors have listed that species as the type- 
species. Westwood (1840) listed fenestralis 
and “ pallescens Mcq.” as the “type” as well 
as using the correct spelling Oecothea. The 
designation of fenestralis as type-species 
cannot be valid, as it was not an originally 


included species, and as no other species 
has been designated, we have selected sub¬ 
terranea, the fourth species Curtis included 
under Oecothea. With the correction in the 
type-species, as listed, Oecothea is the jun¬ 
ior synonym of Heleomyza Fallen 1810 
(new synonym), leaving Oecothea, usually 
as Aecothea, of authors (Becker 1905:47; 
Czerny 1927:31; Gill 1962:518, 1965:811, 
1968:2) as an unnamed genus. 

Sherborn and Neave credited Oecothea 
to Curtis, whereas the other references we 
consulted listed Haliday. Dates for the 
genus varied from 1837 (Neave), to 1838 
(Sherborn, Gill), to 1839 (Becker). 


Genus Pelina Haliday 

Pelina Haliday, in Curtis 1837:282 [published in syn¬ 
onymy; first made available by use in Haliday 
1839:404,407]. Type-species: Notiphila aenea Fallen 
by monotypy. 

Pelina is a valid generic name in the fam¬ 
ily Ephydridae. The name is generally cred¬ 
ited to Haliday (Becker 1905, 1926, Wirth 
1965b, Cogan 1980c). The Nomenclators 
gave this as either “Curtis (ex Haliday)” 
(Sherborn, Neave) or “Curtis (Haliday 
MS)” (Schulze et alia). Dates varied from 
1837 (Schulze et alia), to 1838 (Sherborn, 
Neave) and 1839 (Becker, Wirth, Cogan, 
ibid.). 


Genus Tethina Haliday 

Tethina Haliday, in Curtis 1837:293 [published in syn¬ 
onymy; first made abailable by use in Haliday 
1838:188]. Type-species: Opomyza illota Haliday 
1838 by subsequent monotypy (Haliday 1838:188). 
Tethnia, Haliday in Curtis 1837:281 (incorrect original 
spelling by present revision). 

Tethina is a valid generic name and is the 
basis for the familial name Tethinidae. In 
most of the references we examined Tethina 
is dated to 1838 and credited to Haliday 
(Sherborn, Neave, Vockeroth 1965b, Fos¬ 
ter 1976, Steyskal and Sasakawa 1977, 
Cogan 1980d). Becker (1905) and Czerny 
(1928), however, dated the genus to 1839, 
but listed Haliday as the author. 
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Genus Thais Haliday 

Tetanocera Dumeril 1800:439 (as “Tetanocere”). 
Type-species, Musca elata Fabricius(I.C.Z.N. des¬ 
ignation, and validation of this generic name from 
1800 is required). 

Thais Haliday, in Curtis 1837:280 [published in syn¬ 
onymy; first made available by use in Westwood 
1840:146]. Type-species: Tetanocera silvatica Mei- 
gen 1830 (as “15. silvatica”) by monotypy. 

Thais of Haliday is preoccupied (Bolten 
1798, Fabricius 1807 and Huebner 1820). 
The valid name for this group is Tetanocera 
Dumeril 1800 in the family Sciomyzidae 
(for details of the history of Tetanocera, the 
reader is referred to Sabrosky 1952). Thais 
is listed only in Sherborn, Neave and 
Schulze et alia, where it is considered a 
nomen nudum and as Haliday in Curtis. 
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ABSTRACT 

Sawflies damaging potato foliage in Peru and Bolivia and previously recorded as Acordu¬ 
lecera sp. belong to three new species: A. ducra and A. willei from Peru and A. munroi from 
Bolivia. These species belong to a definable group within Acordulecera that also includes A. 
ruficeps (Konow), A. schrottkyi (Konow), and the following nine new species: A . chilensis from 
Chile and Argentina; A. colombiana from Colombia; A. cretoa , A. nexa, A. porteri, and A. vik- 
rea from Argentina; A. pyqua from Argentina and Bolivia; and A . karpa and A. schuhi from 
Peru. A key is given to these 14 species, and each is described and illustrated. 


Acordulecera is a large genus found only 
in the Western Hemisphere from southeast¬ 
ern Canada south to Tierra del Fuego. It is 
an especially large and diverse genus in the 
Neotropical Region and, as a whole, has 
never been studied. From south of the United 
States about 45 species have been described, 
but this is less than half of the actual 
number. Because the knowledge of the 
genus is restricted to inadequate descrip¬ 
tions of species published mostly before 
1908, it is understandable that the sawflies 
reported as damaging potato foliage in 
Peru and Bolivia (Wille, 1943; Munro, 
1954; Carrasco, 1967; Arestegui, 1976) have 
been identified only as “ Acordulecera sp.” 

During my investigations of Neotropical 
Symphyta, I have had the opportunity to 


study the types of all described species of 
Acordulecera except for five described by 
Enderlein from Santa Catarina, Brazil, the 
types of which cannot be located and may 
be lost. The Acordulecera from potato re¬ 
ported by the four authors mentioned above 
represent three new species, A. ducra, A. 
willei, and A. munroi. Furthermore, these 
taxa belong to a definable species group in 
Acordulecera involving 14 species distrib¬ 
uted mainly in the Andes from Colombia 
south to northern Argentina, Paraguay, 
and in southern Argentina and southern 
Chile. Only two species in this group have 
been described, A. ruficeps (Konow) (1899) 
and A. schrottkyi (Konow) (1906); the 
other 12 are new. All 14 are described here. 

The group of species of Acordulecera 


J. WASH. ACAD. SCI., VOL. 70, NO. 2, 1980 


89 








